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Cﬁﬁposition: Inscribing the Field

Paul Kameen

These jectures are an attempt to revive an old subject.
ineed spend no time, | think, in describing the present
state of Rhetaric. Today it is the dreariest and least
profitable part of the waste that the unfortunate travel
through in Freshman English! So low has Rhetoric
sunk that we would do better just to dismiss it to
‘1imbo than to trouble ourselves with it—unless we
.can find reason for believing that it can become a
" -study that will minister successfully to important
. needs.
a 1. A. Richards, The Philesophy of Rhetoric.

1 A. Richards, in the winter of 1936, both posed the materiat
mhlem and inscribed the intellectual context for his series of lectures,
i Mawr College, on The Philosophy of Rhetoric. His project is
early an ambitious one; to transform “the dreariest and least profitable
gt” of the English curriculum into a “study that will minister
sieoessfully to important needs.” In the process, Richards both
:uscitated the long necrotic “field” of Rhetoric and heiped to focus
sthen emerging “‘science” of communication theory,? a tandem that

ifteracted in peculiar ways over the iast fifty years to produce an
?rétﬁguiagly contradictory array of academic enterprises; among them,
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when these two forces find their locus of confluence in departments,
especially English departments, that see the teaching of writing as
cantral to their mission, is the “discipline” of composition. Let me
w.ithhoid, for the moment, any poking and probing at the rneaning and
significance, in theory and practice, of the word “discipfing” as i
applies to this hybrid of Rhetoric/communication. Let mé begin instead
with the implicit assumptions in this passage from Richards, from his
prospect at the outset, long before the Augean stables he helped to
e(ect_were put fully into use. Richards, in the final sentence of this,
his first paragraph, nas proposed his alternatives: He can either
f‘dismiss” his infant subject to “Limbo” or he can baptize it and send
it off, on iis own, toward a destiny for which only it can be held
ac‘countab|e. Ciearly, the “uniess” tells us, Limbo it shail not be. And
this “unless” makes the difference between the shortest lecture series
on record and what | believe o be the seminal argument for the insti-
jzut%ona\ization of an academic apparatus that today extends, via beth
introductory and advanced courses in composition and a variety of
versions of Writing Across :he Curriculum, throughout the academy.
It ts telling, | think, that what Bichards wanis to do, proposes
to do, is “find reason for believing” that Rhetoric “can become....”
Not to explain, to justify, to add to, but, in effect, to start over, to create
the ground for the possibility of “helief” in this new “study.” He sees
the failure of Rhetoric historically, from Aristotle to Whately, as more
a failure of conviction than of vision, more a fracture in the execulion
of the enterprise than an inability to produce a body of disciplinary
texts/discourse, or, perhaps most accurately, as a kind of broken
promise that, with the proper cormbination and implementation of the
intellectual instruments available to the modern academic, can finally
be kept. His hops, then, is fo invent a “new’’ Rhetoric, an “improved”
Rhetoric, a “'study” to “minister successiully 1o important needs.”
. Almost every word here reverberates with significances, sig-
mf%‘cances that have been expressed and enacted in all of their wide
variety in the “discipling’” that has grown up around them. “Minister,”
for example, suggests both the redemptive and the prophylactic ambi-
tions of the mission 1o provide «remedies” for misunderstanding, to
create a “study which can prevent and remove them.” And to do it “suc-
cesstutly”—not just to attempt such a cure, to promise one, to per
sorm a lot of witchdectorly mumbo jumbo over the aiting subject, but
to make it work and make it stick, to provide a “‘measure with which
to calculate” both the problem and, thereby, the degree to which any
activilty.heips to solve it. “Success” for Richards is not merely a matter
of_opmlon or faith, theugh this latter would of course be crucial to the
ministerial aspect of the mission; itis oris not astimable, demonstrable,
or should he. And thus composition studies have become both 2
missionary enterprise on behalf of general llteracy and a “‘scientific,”
re_search-based “digcipline.”’ Pernaps nowhere in Richards’s oeuvre s
this p_aradoxical, almost-but-not-quite self-contradictory nature of
Irhe_tonca! studies more cogently poised than in this single phrase. lt
is, in fact, a poculiar stress throughout his work: the competition be-
tween “meaning” and “measurement,” between a conception of

langauge-as»metaphor that resists, by its very nature, any accou nting
in scientific terms and a powerful urge to demonstrably account for
that ? In Richards, of course, there is both the will and the skiil to keep
ihat fissure from opening too widely and angulfing him completely. The
devetopment of rhetoric/composiiion after Richards is not s synthetic.
For one of the discernable trends is a gradual drift, in opposite di-
rections, from the pointon this path that Richards occupies, in alliance,
on the one hand, with positivism, cognitive psychology and structural
linguistics; on the other, with phenomenology, depth psychology, and
poetics. The former of these represants the gver-present “goff science”
side of composition theory, iis ground in and preocoupation with data-
based research and the technology of text production. The most recent
expression of this trend is, of course, the “orocess” approach to
teaching composing, which has been dominant in the field for the fast
5-7 years. The latter alliance is represented by & preoccupaﬂon with
the 1iterary!phi!osophica1 aspects of the production of “meaning’—
metaphor, fictionality, perception, etc.—and has been gaining promi-
nence more lately in the journals and textbooks.

But more about all of that later. Let me return again to the x-
cerpt from Richards, to the phrase “important needs.” “important,” on
a surface level, speaks for itsef; on adesper level, it suggests the con-
tours of his ultimate “hope”” that “Rhetoric may, while exposing the
causes and modes of the misinterpretation of words, also throw light
upon and suggest a remedial discipling for deeper and more grievous
disorders . . . which disturb the development of cur personaiities,”
aliows him in fact to posit a fundamental conneaction between “taciful
and discerning reading’ and ‘happy living™:* “The general form of the
interpretive process is the same, with a smali-scale instance—the right
understanding of afigure of speech—o0r with a large scale instance-—
the conduct of & sriendship” (PR, P 136). Richards is concerned then
with far more than jusi the conventions and proprieiies of personal of
professional discourse; the psychological and social implications of
discourse are clearly ethical, moral, retated to right and wrong, and he
wanis to found a study that, ultimately, will help us to avoid “large scale
disasters” (PR, p- 137} by allowing Uus to differentiate “gocd com-
munication’’ from “had’: which jeads us, finally, t0 “needs” —ihe in-
escapable psycho-soolal significance of the entarprise, circling neatly,
along a different disciplinary angte, back to “minister.”

in this rich and heavy joam, the modem science of rhetoric and
ine discipline of com position have taken root and grown, awkwardly,
in strange places; spottily at first, then, more recently, quite aggres-
sively, aimost spectacuiarty, threatening from sCmMe points of view 10
overrun the entire garden of the college curriculum. Which is not to
say, of course, that “Freshmen English” is necessarily any less dreary,
any more profitable in all cases than it was in Richards's time. Only
that composition, and morfe increasingly Rhetoric, is avast and poweriul
enterprise at most contemporary colieges and universities, a primary,
and more and more often a reguired, part of every freghman’s cur-
fculum. Tracing the patn(s) from Richards’s first paragraph 1o the pre-
sent “‘state of the art” in composition theory/praciice is 2 paiently
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intractable problem. | will not even attempt such an inguiry in
systematically historical terms. But sketching out several of the
developmental schema that have provided structure to the growth of
this organism is, to a certain degree, both possible and useful. | will
deal with several such schema, in a fragmentary manner, in the hope
that their aggregate will suggest the contours of the “study,” the “field”
that Richards heiped to propagate.

Let me turn to the concept, the metaphor of the “field” itself’
and follow where it leads, which is a long way back, to-Socrates, who.
posed the question cloyingly, temptingly, to Gorgias, trying to pick his’

fight with this most formidable sophist. “What,” he asks, “is the field
of this science (i.e., rhetoric)?”’¢ What follows is one of the most con-
tentious and ill-resolved of all of Plato’s dialogues. And despite ihe
number of times that versions of the same question have been asked
in the meantime, Socrates’ query remains as pertinent today, and as
problematic, as it was then. What is, in fact, the “fietd” of rhetoric?

Clearly it is a part of the academic repertoire that has accrued &

disciplinary status, claimed a territory of issues, methods, courses;
texts, a turf that may fall under the domain of any number of depart-
ments and programs in the contemporary academy—speech, com:
munications, humanities, education, and, especiaily in the case of my
Inquiry here, English. But this does not in any manner address the in-
tent, the challenge, of Socrates’ guestion. To define “rhetoric’ in such
a manner is to advance little, if at all, from Gorgias’s position, and
though he cannot be said to “lose” his debate with Socrates, neither
does he, nor can he, “win” it. At the end of the dialogue, the question
remains, explored but unresolved. Such seems to be the chronic fate
of all of our rhetoric about rhetoric.

Socrates’ position, though, is fairly clear from the outset

Rhetoric is not, at least as it is represented by Gorgias and his sophist .

cronies, any “ﬁeld” ai afl—not in the ways that medicine and music
are, for these arts/isciences have their own “subject matters,” the
knowledge and purposes of which the discourse they employ is about.

Rhetoric, on the other hand, has no such “subject matter” other than {
“words” through which the rhetorician seeks to effect in his listeners
not “knowledge” but “beliei,” or, more precisely, it is the art of “pro-

ducing belief without knowledge.”” Such an enterprise is, of courss,
both trivial and intolerable to Socrates. And he relegates it to the status
of a “routine” or set of “routines,” like “cookery” an array of transfer-
rable recipes for concocting pleasant tasting and attractive dishes,
useful when kept in its place, but hardly “important” enough to eam
the status of a “field.”

Let me explore a litile further the impiications and significances
of this metaphor of the “field”—not so much because it is what’
Socraies said or meant, precisely, at the outset of his argument with

Gorgias, but because it allows us to enter into what | believe to have
been, and to be today, the primary problem with trying to define rhetoric

and composition within the traditional formats for inscribing’

“disciplines” in the academy.® In Socrates’ terms this amounts to a
distinction between an organized body of discourse about something
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 ' .other than discourse and an organized body of “knacks” about
. discourse about anything at all.

The metaphor of the “field” is aptly paradoxical, for it can refer
both to a place that is defined by its own intrinsic character—by the
“things™ that reside or are cultivated there—or to a place that assumes

its particular Identity only through the one of many possible activities

that happens to be occurring there at the moment. In the former case
we have a kind of naturally bounded, geographically unique “place”

that can differentiate itself from, and coexist with, any number of other

such “places™; in the latter case we have an arbitrarily located “space”
wherein any number of evenis can ensue, an “arena’ capable of hosting
whatever “games” we choose ic “play” there. The former is defined

-by, achieves its identity through, accomplishes its purposes with, iis
““content”; the latter is deiined by, achieves its identity through, ac-
- complishes its purposes with, its contentlessness. And, because of

its peculiar nature, rhetoricicomposition has always struggled, shifted

; back and forth, between these two struciural possibilities. Socrates,

of course, sees the sophistic rhetori¢ of his time as too much of the
“empty space” approach io the study and implementation of discourse
and he seems set on supplanting It with his own version of the dialec-
tic, which is a far more content-dependent mode of argumentation.’
Gorgias makes siab after stab at countering Socrates, but he makes

~ his case badly.® This becomes especially clear.when we look forward

to Aristotle’s Rhetoric, where he can be said to answer Socrates’
question without even posing it. For it is, in Aristotle’s scheme, precise-

|y the very “contentlessness’” of rhetoric that situates it in a relation-
" ship of power toward “the rest of the arts and sciences.” It is Rhetoric,
alone among the arts (“save Dialectic”) that has access to, can criti-

que, analyze, evaluate, describe all of the other “fields” that constitute
the academy. Nothing itseli, it is, in effect, master/servant to all.#
Thus, precisely what Socrates most objects to about the field
of rhetoric, Aristotle turns, in a positive way, into its very identity, what
distinguishes it, in radically structural ways, from ali of the other “arts
and sciences’ (save, of course, Dialectic, Rhetoric’s dynamic counter-

g part). For all of these others are merely “instructive and persuasive with
. regard to some special subject-matier. . . . But Rhetoric, it would seem,

has the function of discovering the means of persuasion for every case,
30 to speak, that is offered; and hence we say that the art as such has
no special application to any distinct class of subjects.””® Rhetoric,
then, has, by definition, no “definite subject matier” of its own, no
'specific “fietd” to which it is confined, no essential “content” that
defines its disciplinary expertise, as do medicine and geometry and
the rest of the arts and sciences. What it does have, via this definition,
is a privileged access to the modes of argumentation, the discourses,
of all the other disciplines. lt is, in effect, meta-disciplinary by its very
nature, susceptible either to servitude or dominance or some combi-
nation of the two, depending on circumstances, in relation to the other
disciplinary constituents of the academy.

1t is possible now, | think, to begin to see the structural problem
that arises when one seeks to ascribe a disciptinary status io
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rhetoric/composition studies in the contemporary curriculum. As-a

“field” it has no content, no subject matter of its own, as does history",
or physics or “the rest of the arts and sciences.” It is, therefare, still
vulnerable to Socrates’ critique—at best a helpful set of recipes and."

techniques for succeeding in the academy or in business, at worst.
trivial, vacuous and dangerous fraud, unworthy of inclusion in th

pantheon of the other disciplinary “fields.” But, ironically, it is this very..

flaw in its character, this capacity to constitute itself as the arena fo
discourse about discourse, that is the source of its power, its capacity

to spread to any corner, or all across, the curriculum. It matters not, -
from an’ Aristotelian point of view, upon what turf/grounditerritory .
rhetoric situates itself; it can pitch its tent, build its arena, inscribe its
“field” almost anywhere. It matiers only that it finds a vantage point.
from which it can view the various “games” that the rest of the arts .

and sciences play, the structures of which are its inferest and ks
business to measure and appreciate. ;

And the most prominent vantage point lately has been located .
in the “field” of English under the general rubric of “composition.”
Richards himself seems to accept that condition unqusstioningly when.
he ascribes the study of Rheteric to “Freshman English.” With few .

exceptions though, at the time Richards wrote his lectures, and for
perhaps twenty-five years thereafter, composition was merely the

dreary, barely tolerated stepchild of traditionally structured programs .
in English (literary) studies. That this activity/responsibility was engaged
at all by most such departments was probably more a matter .of
historical habit—both grammar and belles-lettres happened for a variety -
of reasons to have been assigned to the territory of English studies—
and of the general cultural ambition in American education toward
democratization, with “literacy’ perceived as its essential political in- -
strument. This begins to explain the pressure on the academy to teach ;

students “how to read and write,” and it indicates where that charge

was most likely to be enacted. What it does not account for—though -
it suggests a direction in the contrast between grammar and belles-:

jettres—is the fact that the formats employed to discharge the general

responsibility to literacy have tended to isolate reading from writing,

with the latter relegated/delegated to “compesition” programs, in-

variably at the freshman level, and the former appropriated by more ad- -

vanced programs in “literature.”

Once again | think we need to go along way back to understand

this peculiar compartmentalization of the curriculum in English—and

the status of composition in that framework; as far back as Aristotle,.
who chose to write separate treatises on the art of “invention”—his .
Bhetoric—and the art of “interpretation”—his Poetics. The mere fact
that these most seminal documents exist between separate covers has,
i believe, contributed {o the paradigmatic separation of studies in-

composition and literature, in writing and reading, the former in each

case being affiliated with practical, public, implicitly politico-economic’
literacy, the latter with critical, private, aesthetic literacy. This
Aristotelian bifurcation of the production of discourse is, | think, the .
prototype—and his treatises the ur-texts—for a similar bifurcation of -

218

the contemporary English curriculum. Richards himseif followed a com-
parable pattern in distinguishing his Philosopfiy of Rhetoric from his
Practical Criticism, the latter of which had its own powerful effect on
the 'English curriculum.” Despite, though, the obvious theoretical
problems with such a separation, it may well have functioned as a
workable division of labor in the discipline—but for the fact that
Bhetoric had, since the Renaissance, gradually atrophied into little more
than congeries of “grammars,” taxonomies of the proprieties of public
discourse. Thus, the American academy, with no intellectual tradition
of its own for the dynamics of public/political discourse, enacted a
functional definition of composition as little more than the correct
imitation of “model” texts. Such an approach was perhaps inevitabie,
given the fact that most composition teachers were, untif quite recently,
trained for, and most interested in, literary scholarship. And during the
1950s—when composition programs began to multiply and expand in
response to the post-war demand for higher education, when, as a con-
sequence, the “mix” of the student population shifted toward the

~~middle and working classes—the dominant critical modes were

formalistic in nature, serving via their own internal influsnces merely

- to aggravate the already structural tendency {0 oppose literature and
. gomposition, reading and writing.

Itis only a short step from here to the most obvious symptoms

_.: Qf those institutional tendencies—the handbook/reader tandems that
were commonplace in composition instruction during the fifties; and

ashort step also toward the pedagogy of imitation and correctness that

w-such textbooks foster. The act of reading in such a framework becomes
: -.mere!y the struggle to assimilate the “style” of a proposed “modal,”
~andithe act of writing becomes the inverse process of replication. The
~-handbook of course functions as the check against taking, in the
“process, untoward liberties with the customary proprieties of
"-academic/literary discourse; and in some cases it became the domi-
—:nant instrument of instruction/oppression for both student and teacher.

One can see, | think, how a relatively long tradition of such a padagogy
would constitute “Freshman Engiish” as “the dreariest and least profit-

" able” of enterprises, not only for the students who were compelied to

take such courses, but also for the faculty who were compelled to teach

them.

It is difficult, of course, to verify, to precisely locate, such

-attitudinal biases, fo “calculate” the ways in which they have con-

tributed to the current identity and status of composition. But few would
argue with the claim that composition has been, and is, generally

.perceived to be at the bottom, or near it, of the hierarchy of status in
““the English curriculum. | believe that the structure of that hierarchy
-was forged in the crucible 1 have just described, on the basis of
-historical pressures and accidents, of intellectual trends and habits,
of personal choices and judgments, all of which both reflected and
served to reify the long term “class structure” and division of labor
“in the discipline.

With the institutionalization of that relationship of privilege be-

iween reading and (versus) writing, composition was effectively
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dissociated from both its “natural” scholarly tradition—which is ou
side of English studies—and from the “natural” scholarly tradition o
the disciplinary territory it happened to inhabit. Competition for “turf’;;
became inevitable; and competition, despite the more and more;
numerous gestures toward conciliation, is today what we have stil

The nature of this competition-is, of course, mutual—on the on
hand a continued, and what | would characterize as an “elitist,
avoidance of and, often, contempt for, the enterprise of compositio
from traditional humanist iiterary scholars and ieachers; on the othe
an aggressive development in composition of a disciplinary organ
on—scholarship, theory, research, courses, programs, “turf,” all towar
the end of achieving credibiiity, legitimacy, and “identity’” for thos
who for whatever reason (and it is more and more often by choice) sé
themselves primarily as teachers and scholars of “composition” rathe
than “literature.” : -

This struggie jor status, for relative power in the discipline, ha
transformed ‘“‘composition” —despite the fact that it remain
stigmatized by its association with “remediation,” despite the fact thal
it is still both perceived and operated as the cheap-labor training groun
for graduate assistants, part-time instructors and junior faculty—into
a force to be contended with, both in the arena of English studies an
in the academy generally. And this desire for upward mobility also.
begins to explain the peculiar alliances that composition/rhetoric has -
forged amang other, more amenable, departments and disciplinesin”
the university—with, for example, psychology, linguistics, speech,
philosophy, education-—creating a wide variety of local hybrids to enact:
the charge to teach our students how to write. :

Composition is then a relatively infant study, seeking still to
define the boundaries of a “field” sustained by its own research;.
scholarship, faculty, academic unit, and particularly by its own;
textbooks. For it is, ultimately, the constellation of a discipline’s:
teaching insiruments that expresses both its intrinsic identity and its™:
public image.”? E .

There have been, by my best reckoning through the many compo-
sition textbooks that have been popular over the last thirty years, four-
primary “approaches” to the teaching of writing at the university level
and they have developed, generally, in sequence, each one holding sway
for five io ten years, each one preparing both the need and the ground
for its successor. They can best be distinguished from one another by
the epistemological premises that govern their implicit definitions of-
the nature and purposes of discourse, i.e., by the largely unexamined-
assumptions that constitute their philosophical undergirdings. These
approaches are, in generational order, grounded (1) in the realm of-
forms, with particuiar emphasis on the traditional *modes of thought™
that organize knowledge and discourse; {2) in the inner precincis of
the “'self,” with particular emphasis on experiential narration and the
personal “voice”; (3} in the external domain of “audience,” with par
ticular emphasis on “information-"" and “process-based” concepiions
of the production of texts; and (4) in the arena of “method,” with par-:
ticular emphasis on the fundamental relationship between language

_and perception, reading and writing.”
o Each of these approaches is, of course, constitfuted by its own
array of assumptions and each thereby constitutes its own “universe
of discourse’” aboui discourse. Among the shaping forces are the
-categorical dichotomies that are commonplace both to the history of
_ghetoric-and to Western philosophy generally—e.g., thought/language,
formicontent, expression/communication, self/other, inventionfinter-
‘gretation. Most of the long-running warhorses among composition
“textbooks—those that embody what has come te be catled the “current-
traditional paradigm”*~—fall into the first of these categories. And it
is easy, 1 think, to see how they would have emerged guite naturally
out of the grammar-reader tradifion | outlined earlier. Their
_.epistemological premises are, that is, firmly grounded in a traditional
* formalistic conception of the relationship between thought and
“language: that thinking is prior to, and largely precedes content and
is the primary pedagogical focus for a course in composition. Though
it has arrived rather lately on the scene, one of the most forthright of
such textbooks is Process and Thought in Composition, even the title
-gf which suggests ihe epistemic structure 1 have just described.” Let
“me borrow a few excerpts from the book to illustrate:

Each of us to a certain extent must follow certain lines
of development in our thinking because the mind is
organized according to certain principles. (PTC, p. 42)

Paradigms, at least the kind that we will be concerned
with, represent patterns of thought that give your
writing a sense of direction and provide you with a
formal means of ordering your ideas. (PTC, p. 70)

Thé premises of this approach are quite evident: “Thinking” is a way
- of knowing inscribed within a finite and specifiable set of formal mental
“processes whose products are “ideas:”

Every time you analyse, classify, exemplify,
enumerate, compare, contrast, or discern cause and
effect relaiionships, you are inventing ideas. (PTC,
p. 42)

'-'Only after this process is completed does, or can, one write. Thus, a
radical form-content distinction is central to the system:

The concept of structure is cur mode! of understand-
ing and it is not inaccuraie io separate the idea of
structure from the concept of content. (CTR, p. 9}

"~ And this distinction is not merely a useful one, but a prerequisite:
the structural properties which underlie our mental

operations must be genetically inherited. In generating
discourse, the individual uses this undserlying, abstract
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stru_c’gure_as a base. Then he supports this structure
by filling in the details from the universe of discourse
around him. (CTR, p. 26)

Th_e_use of the narrative indicator “then” clearly separates thinking from
yvrltmg not only modally but temporally. The production of discourse
involves filling in the innaie structures of thought with detalls tha
accrue from elsewhere. Writing is thereby defined as the formulaic
elaboration of a chosen {or assigned) pattern that preconstitutes the
text that can be produced. “lnvention” is largely a pre-linguistic
generation of “ideas”; “Interpretation” is largely a process of “reading’
the “universe of discourse” around (the writer) to accrete flesh for the
prior form. ‘
N The reaction against this formalist agenda for teaching
writing—beginning during the 1960’s—was both direct and extreme,
away from the modes and models and toward guasi-romantic con-
ceptions of imagination and personal experience. Authenticity, expres-
sion, voice, and particularly “self” are the passwords into this arena.
Oncg again, let me look briefly at a representative example, Writing in
Reality,"® whose argument begins with a dirsct assault on formalism:

a student who has received exclusive training in so-
callec_j forms may, ironically, be limited in the ability
to write those forms successfully. ... (WR, p. 8)

and then seeks to supplant it with an alternative, the “experient'iai i

approach™: .

This method takes as its central premise that all good
writing reflects a synthesis of experience; in other
words, that we write best about what we know. ...
Further, at least as we practice it, this method holds
to the philosophy that the basic skills and organi-
zational siructures of writing can be learned as one
puts experience into words. It is the structure of ex-
perience, not rules of grammar or rhetoric, that shape
(sic) words on a page. ({TW, p. 134)

In effect, pre-constituted, pre-verbal “experience” replaces ideational
“form§” as the substance that one “puts into words.” It is the personal;
psychic seli—notl the genetic structure of the brain or the conventional
pa‘gterns for thinking—that stands at the center of discourse in this
universe, supplying the “structure” for “words on a page.” The writer
need simply “read” the already composed text of “experience” and then
render it into language. The form-content distinction remains, though
it has assumed a different guise.

These self-based theories of composition excited, during the '
1970’s, equally extreme opposition, particularly from the “new
rhetorics” (not to be confused with Richards’s “new Rhetoric™},' which
conceive of discourse primarily as a message designed in terms of,
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and focused toward, an “audience.” These rhetorics are allied around
a commitment to “reader-based” discourse, process modets of
composing, heuristic procedures for invention and a general an-
tagonism toward vitalistic or “lookey-feely-smelly” approaches 1o the

.. teaching of writing.™®

One of the most aggressive and systemalic expressions of such
a “process model” of composing is Problem-Solving Strategies for
Writing.* This approach emerges from an alliance among iraditional
theteric, the research methods of the most positivistic versions of
cognitive psychology, and developments in the production of “artificial

intelligence” via computers and robotics. Its primary thesis is that
writing Is motivated by the perception of “problems” which, by

linguistic intervention—either overt or covert persuasion—can be

mgolved.” This problem/solution paradigm is introduced with the

‘metaphor of writing as a goal-directed behavior, a way of getting “from
A'to B.” The implied assumption is that the writer can and should know
with some confidence, pricr to the act of composition, perhaps even
prior to language, though that is not entirely clear, both where helshe
wants to begin and where he/she needs to end in order for the
“problem” to be “solved.” Thus, though the path may vary, the
teleological nature of the task is prescribed and the medium of language

" has value principally as the pathway between intention and eifect, both

of which can be distinguished from the process of invention that “com-

posing” entails. As the text explains:

To sum up, then, although different kinds of analytic
writing have different formal features, they share two
things. They are designed with a reader [n mind and
they have an underlying hierarchical organization that
gives the reader (1) a top-level prganizing idea and (2)
a logical presentation of the idea’s subparts. A good
piece of expository writing will let the reader see the
tree (the underlying hierarchy of ideas) that lies behind
the words.®

* There is, then, little difference, on the structural level, between this

approach to the teaching of writing and the version of formalism 1 de-
‘scribed earfier. Form and content, thought and language, reading and
writing, invention and interpretation, remain distinct and incommen-
-surable properties and activities.*

The most recent developments in composition theory do, |
belicve, offer for the first time a genuine alternative to this chronic
-oscillation between neo-classical and neo-romantic approaches to the
feaching of writing—both of which, in the end, are captivated by

' hrierarchical conceptions of the relationship between thought/experi-
-ence and language—offer, in fact, the prospect of re-integrating,
" perhaps under the more general rubric of “criticism,” the two competing

ambitions of studies in English: invention and interpretaticn, or, more

“simply, writing and reading. | classify the research/textbooks that repre-
-sent this trend under the general heading of “method-based”
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approaches to the production of discourse.
As Ann Bertholf explains it in Forming, Thinking, Writing:

A method of composing is a critical method, a way of
getting thinking started and keeping it going....
[Such a] method takes advantage of the fact that when
you do anything, the what and the frow depend on one
another.®

I h|s_approach both posits and enacts a dialectical ratherthan a hier-
archical relationship between the various centraries | have mentioned.-
Between, for'examplg, thought and langauge: “how you construe is how
tdeas are conceived by language; language is

you construct. ...
generated by thought™ (FTW, pp. 46-47). And via this conception of

thinking, between invention and interpretation: “When we think, we
compose . . . [wlhen we read, we re-compose . . . [and] writing involves -
you in thinking about thinking and the making of meanings by means

of language” (FTW, pp. 10-11).

This textbook and a gradually widening stream of articles and

bpobgs are beginning to change the face, and the prospects, of
dlsmghnary work in composition, creating, finally, the possibility for
the “field” to “bacome,” to answer . A. Richards’s imperative to “take
charge of the criticism of its own assumptions and not accept them,
more than it can help, ready-made from other studies . . .. [to] under-
take its own inquiry into the modes of meaning” (PR, p. 23). '

N To illustrate some of the implications of this transition in com-
position theory, this move toward a merger of reading with writing,

invention with interpretation, and most particularly toward a way of

tatking about, and teaching, at the most basic levels, scribal literacy

as a dialogical or dialectical activity, let me counterpose two contrary

conceptions of written texts and the corollary processes of composition

that both writer and reader must/should deploy in relation to them. 1’

begi_n, not surprisingly, with Plato’s Socrates talking with Phaedrus,
hoping ioc persuade him of the priority of oral over written discourse,
of the relative insignificance of scribal literacy to the acquisition of
knowledge/truth, a passage that represents one of the constitutive
moments in the history of Western Rhetoric:

Socer. Writing, you know, Phaedrus, has this strange
quality about it, which makes it realiy like painting: the
painters products stand before us quite as though
they were alive; but if you question them, they main-
tain a sclemn sitence. So, too, with written words: you
rmight think they spoke as though they made sense,
but_if you ask them anyihing about what they are
saying, if you wish an explanation, they go on telling
you the same thing, over and over forever. Once a thing
is put In writing, it rolls about all over the place, fall-
ing into the hands of those who have no concern with
it just as easily as under the notice of those who com-
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prehend; it has no notion of whom to address or whom
to avoid. And when it is illtreated or abused as
illegitimate, it always needs its father to help it, be-
ing quite unable to protect or help itself.?

:For Socrates then written discourse is tainted by illegitimacy; for
without its vocal parent to “protect or heip” if, a written text, afflicted
by its own fixity, ineriness, muteness, by the absence of a “‘voice™ in
the most literal sense of that word, can perform, at best, little more
‘than a mnemonic function in the learning process. Both wriiing and
‘reading are thereby rendered lifeless and dull, mere maiters of record-
keeping, suitable perhaps for imposing the illusion of order on the day
‘to day business of government and commerce, perhaps even for
‘archiving the skeletons of cultural memory for future reference, but Hi-
suited to more vital and consequential matters of the mind, the soui.
‘Despite the fact that Aristotle reasserts rhetoric as “the counterpart
of Dialectic,” he does little to recall writing from its Socratic exile. He
simply creates for himself a ground for explaining how best one can
compose memor(izjable arguments for performing the day to day
husiness of government and commerce. This pragmatic/mnemonic
identity of written discourse survives today, for example, in the con-
. ception of reading as a transfer of content from the text to the memory
of the reader, sustalned in the academy by methods of testing that
reward nothing more than a student’s capacity to memorize what he/she
has consumed from textbooks and lectures-delivered-as-if-they-were-
texts; it survives an a much grander scale in the very langauge of our
current compuier-managed ‘‘information explosion,” and our
‘consequent notion that “information” can be parceled into self-
contained, self-activating packets to be transferred io the right place
“at the right time to solve our “probtems.”

This rigidly formalist conception of scribal composition has, of
course, had its critics for centuries now, a renegade here and there in
the seventeenth and eighieenth centuries, a more concerted thrust in
the nineteenth century; but it has not been until fately that the dialectic
‘has become functionally scribal in academic practice. Once again, a
single excerpt will have to suffice synechdochically to iHustrate the
point. This time | quote from H. G. Gadamer:

The understanding of a text has not begun at all as
long as the text remains mute. But a text can begin
to speak. . .. When it does begin to speak, however,
it does not simply speak iis word, always the same,
in lifeless rigidity, but gives ever new answers to the
person who questions it and poses ever new questions
to him who answers it.*

The contrast with, the response to, Socrates is direct and forceiul here.
The reader’s function is no tonger simply o reconstitute the absent
voice of the author in order to re-memerize it—the fatal flaw of textuatity
even from Socrates’ point of view—but to engage in an intense, variable,
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ongoing dialogue with the very text itself, to vitalize it, constitute i
in a new form in its present place. The activity of making is thereby,
assligned to reader as well as writer, the distinctions between the two
pegm to biur, one threatens to interact with, to merge with, the other,
intention conflates with response; in shor, reading and writing become
as vital and problematical as dialogue. There are, of course, in this:
passage some obvious remnants of the very literal “humanism’’ that
both compels and emerges from Socrates’ valorization of dialogue—
the oral metaphors through which the act of engagement with a te '
is conceived and defined, the general personification of textualil
thrpughout the passage. These iend themselves to further and more
rad!cal deconstruction. But the move that grants that readerly
entitlement to question and re-make has already been made. Reading
has aiready become a mode of writing, and vice versa. :
~ Coincident with this nascent self-understanding, and self-
criticism, of our conceptions of literacy is what amounts in potential
to the most radical innovation in curriculum reform that the academy
has seen in, easily, twenty years. For this movement iniends to seed;
to transfuse, select portions of the general curriculum with
writing-based coursas, courses designed either to supplement or to
supplant more “contentless” courses In freshman composition. | am’
talking, of course, about Writing Across the Curriculum. :
Let me begin the final portion of my analysis with a simpls, if
arguable, proposition: that writing—despite the vast enterprise into
which composition has grown, despite the acres of print that have been
devoted to the “crisis of liieracy”—has naver held a central place,
played a leading role, in either the curriculum or the pedagogy of thé-
modern American university, that it has rarely, if at all, served even a.

tangential function in the academic enterprise. The fact that it has been”

incgrporated, untii recently, only periodically into our programs, via the’
tgdlqus _rhythm of the implementation and abandonment of a
distribution or “skitls” requirement, and then primarily through the

separate category of “freshman composition,” is the most telling

evidencg of that. 'ﬂ'_le very growth, over the last twenty-five years, of
composition as a ‘.‘fleld,” a specialization, a discipline in its own right,
is merely areflection of that same trend to segregate writing from the

rest of the curriculum. Perhaps the mest pernicious effect of this-

gradual enclosure of writing, and writing instruction, in the mantie of

disciplinary prestige has been the tendency elsewhere in the university -

to see it as the exclusive province, or problem, of English teachers,
as p-reparatory to, and therefore separable from, any other sort of
disciplinary inquiry, at best a developed competence, at worst a skill,
sub;ecj to remediation, that students should bring fully refined with-
them_ into their more advanced “conteni” courses. This systemic-
definition of writing as a pre-disciplinary, perhaps even pre-academic,’

instrumentality has fostered atmost all of the developments/problems |
| have tr}ec_i thus far o outline. And It is only, | think, through a genuine "
renegotiation of that relationship—via a fundamental re-conception of

our tunctional definitions of “meaning,” of “mathod,” of “research,”

of “reading,” of “writing” —that the form-content distinction at its roots
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- can be overcome, in favor of a model that accords to each discipline
the primary control of, and responsibility for, the “criticism of its own
assumptions,” the “inquiry into (its own) modes of meaning,” in favor
of amodel that disperses throughout the curriculum, in structural ways

rather than as superficial nods and gestures, the critical instruments
that allow us to make ail of the various kinds of meaning of which we
are capable. .

. In order to reconstitute the curriculum with writing and critical
thinking at its center we must, then, be willing to iake at least one
dramatic initial step, which is to imagine the discourses of our various

“disciplines” from the inside, in terms of the modes oi inquiry, the

methods of composition, the epistemological assumptions and
structures, that produce and enact those discourses rather than from
the.outside, in terms of the formal vehicles of their various “contents”
and formats, the publically visible edifices that tradition has erecied
to define and limit their various interior spaces. Such a step would go
-along way toward breaking down the barriers that our present, rigidly
sategorical, curriculum has constructed as the principal means by
which it defines Its “fieids,” teaches iis “subjects.” The movement
toward “writing across the curriculum” provides an occaglon for such
a step. And it seems doubly ironic to me that at the very historical
moment that composition is constituting itself as a legitimate “field,”

"It should be helping to sow the seeds, all over the curriculum, of its

own eveniual demise.

University of Pittsburgh

1 1. A. Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric (New York: Oxford University Press,
1936), p. 3, hereafter cited in the text as PR.

S 2 Richards himself coniributed his own version of a sender-receiver “circuit” in
Speculative Instruments {Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1855}, As Richards
explores the “problem™ of translationfcommunication in Chapter II, his

schematic becomes more and more complicated in its “wiring."” Visible here
is the tension | discuss iater between the entropic demands of Richards's ver-
sion of meaningireading and the simultaneous desire on his part for & positivistic
explanation of it. The theme of “communication’ has long been affiliated with
the teaching of composition. In “Journals in Composition Studies,” College
Engifsh, 46 (1984), 348-65, hereafter cited as “JCS™, Robert Conners notes that
in 1949 & “group of enthusiasts mat in Chicago and formed a special-interest
group that wished to concentrate on ‘communications’ courses and the teaching
of written expreésion” (p. 349). The journal they established, Coifege Composi-
tion and Communication, has generally had a more “scientific,” research-based
bent that its older counter-part, College Englisfr.

3. The distinction between these contrary ambitions in Richards’s project is en-
capsulated in Lecture 11: ... arevived Rhetoric, or study of verbal understanding
and misunderstanding, must itself undertake its own inquiry into the modes of
meaning—rot only, as with the old Rhetoric, on a macroscapit scale, discuss-
ing the effects of different disposals of large parts of a discourse—but also on
amicroscopic scale by using thearums about the struciure of the fundamental
conjectural units of meaning and the conditions through which they, and their
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interconnections, arise” (PA, pp. 23-24). Via this latter mode, Richards’s method

makes itself amenable most obviously to the more quantitative techniques of .

modern linguistics, but also, and less obviously, to the sorts of poetic analysis,
on a “microscopic” level, that were to become the mainstay of modernist poetics
and its consequent critical theories. Thus the curious empirico-aesthetic blend
of his own mode of inquiry. The more quantitative side of this equation is visi-
ble today perhaps most clearfy in a text ke Richard E. Young, Alton L. BecKer,
and Kenneth L. Pike, Rhetoric: Discovery and Change (New York: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1970}, Pike’s “tagmemic” linguistics serves here as the

undergirding for the development of a heuristic “*rhetoric,” via Young, with a °

touch of cultural anthropoiogy, via Becker. This text, among others, has served
to advance the “science’ of “discourse analysis” that seeks, in its own way,

to study “units of meaning and the conditions through which they, and their -

interconnections, arise,”

It is worth noting here that the reference is to “reading” rather than, as one might
expect, to “writing,” | will talk in more detail later in the essay about recent
inclinations in composition theory to affiliate, via a merger of theories of “in-
vention™ with theories of “interpretation,” reading with writing. That develop-
ment could well be said to be nascent hers in Richards's concepticn of the nature
of “interpretation.” See also in this regard Richards’s Practical Griticism {New

York: Harcourt Brace & World, 1829) and How o Read a Page (New York: WW,

Norton, 1942).

Plato, Gorgias, trans. W. D, Woodhead, The Collected Dialogues of Plato, ed.

Edith Hamilton and Huntington Cairms {New York: Bollingen Foundation, |

distributed by Randem House, 1961), p. 233, 449-d, hereafier cited as CDP.

The metaphor here is, of course, the transiator's. The same Greek expression
(et v v Bvren) is translated a few lines earlier as “scope.” One could as well -

elaborate my argument via this optica! metaphor: Is, for instance, one’s “scope’”
pf vision defined by what is present 1ofin it, the things it encompasses, or by’
its contentless range and depth, by which it can encompass whatever it “logks

at”? The Greek expression is both vaguer and more ontological in nature, rais- -

ing a question about, in effect, the aspects of “being” that constitutes the *010-
vince” of rhetoric. A similar conundrum exists here: L.e., does one define “being”
in terms of the ground for the possibility of “things” or in terms of the imma-
nent presences that comprise “it”? As all of this applies to rhetoric, Socrates
seams 1o oppose transferable techniques, “knacks,” to an intrinsic “subject mat-
ter,” which he feels is absent from sophistic rhetorics. . '

This manner of understanding/implementing the Socratic “method” is nicely

characterized in 8. T. Coleridge’s “Essays on Method” from The Friend, where -

he argusas, alluding to Plato, for a conception of inguiry that traces a “path” that
varies in accordance with, in response to, in attendance upon, its subject. This
content/subject/context-dependence is, | believe, one of the characteristic
fealures of Socrates' method, one of the motives for his insistence that sophistic
rhetorics remain alienated from wisdomivirtusftruth. Thus his various arguments-
on behalf of the diatectic (over rhetorig), of “conversation” {over “exhibition™
and, in Phaedrus, of oral discourse (over written texts).

Socraies engages a serfes of interlocutors In this dialogue—®Gorgias himself,

Polus, Gorgias’s pupil, and Callicles, who is housing Gorgias. All of them arg

trapped in contradiction by Socrates. Gorgias seems to be unruffled by this; the .

Ia'tter two jump to his defense, shifting the argument, whenever possible, to the- :
tricks and ploys of Socrates’ method of questioning rather than attacking the -

substance of his “position” on the *subject” of the conversaticn. They are, in
effect, practical rhetoricians, adept at critiquing the manner in which the debate
is proceeding, often at the expense of the metter of the argurment. This is, in
a sensg, a virtual enactment of Gorgias’s definition of rhetoric as a “competitive”
“craft”; “Ah, if only you knew all, Socrates, and realized that rhetoris includes
practically all other faculties under her control . .. for there is no subject on
which a rhetorician would not speak more persuasively than any other crafisman, -

before a crowd. Such then is the scope and character of rhetoric, but it should
be used, Socrates, like every other competitive art” {CDP, pe. ?30—40, 456 a—cz;
it is largely via his earlier claim that rhetoric is “concerngd \:mth right and wrong

(CDP, p. 237, 454 b) that Socrates traps him in contradiction, and _also that his
iatter claim loses the authority that Aristotle later is able to sustain for essen-

tially the same position.

This master/servant aspect of the field's identity is best iIIu_sFra’sed toqay by,
on the one hand, the “remadial” or “service” role that composrtlop plays‘m n?la-
tion to the rest of the curriculum—a kind of preparation for, or indoctrination
into, the discourse of the academy—and, on the other, the slfnult._aneous teno‘.en‘
cy of Writing Across the Curriculum programs to seek to re-align tﬂelpgd_agoglcal
imperatives/methods of the “subject-matter” fieids at the upper-division level.

Aristotle, The Rhetoric of Aristotle, frans. Lane_Ccoper (Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1932) pp. 7-8, section 1.2,

! noted above (n. 4 there are many respecis in \fvhich The thlosopnf?)_r of
gisaeton'c is as muéh a philosophy of reading as a philosophy of composition.
Richards talks spacifically about “the reader” jor examp‘le on page 125. ThIE‘::
and his earlier discussion of ambiguity and its relevance to 'Poe;ry anFi Reilglpn
{p. 40}, are, of course, werked out in much more elaborate detail in his Practical

Criticism.

bert Conners (above, n. 2) suggesis also that the “fleld” has only recgn_tly
Es?tablished Etsel(f: “Like it or not, howaver, we are launched. Composition
studies is a genuine discipline, no fonger merely a hpbby, or avocation, or pqm:sh-
ment, and through our scholarly journais we can dfrectth|§ fledgll‘rlllg d|sclpl|n_e
in 2 number of directions” (*JCS,” p. 384). He argues earlier that “in composi-
tian studies, journals have come in the past ’gwenty years 1o be the most power-
ful institutions; they seem to have at this time surpa}ssed tlheir predfcsssorf
and historical rivals, textbooks, for the position of primary mﬂugnce { :ECS,
p. 353). This may well be the case, since the o_pportqmty_r to.pubhsh atexibook
is these days often a function of status within the institutional framework of
the discipline. But textbooks have long been, apd _wm continue 1o be, instruments
of power almost unparalieled in the other disciplines. And those ftextbooks, e.d.,
McCrimmon’s Writing With a Purpose, which are re_gu{arly re\‘nsec_i to afcom-
modate recent trends in scholarship, can reach an immense “audience” over
a period of years {in this case, nearly thirty-five).

See Paul Kamesn, “Rewarding the Rhetoeric of Composi?fon,” Prg/Text, 9 (_Sprir.:g-
Fall 1980), 73-93. Here, and in what follows, | am re.iy_rlng heavily on this prier
analysis of textbooks, which | flesh out in more detail in t.hat article. | have add-
ad category (4) here to account for a mere recent th_rust in the de_velopment of
cormposition theory. The other categories, and the primary illustrative examples,
with a few exceptions, remain the same.

Richard E. Young, “Paradigms and Problems: Needed Research in
%ﬁ‘:torical Invention,” Rgsearch on Composing: Points of Departure, ed. Charles
R. Cooper and Lee Odeli (Urbana, Illinois: National Council of Tea}f:hers of
English, 1978) pp. 29-48; and James A. Berlin and Robert R. Inkster, “Current-
Traditiona! Rhetoric: Paradigm and Practice,” Freshman_ En_g._'psh News, 8_(Wmter
1880}, for a complete discussion of the definition and significance of this term.

J. D’Angelo, Process and Thought in Compositorr {Cambridge,
5121;: Winthrog, 1975), hereatter cited PTC. See also D’Angelo, A Gonceptual
Theory of Rhetoric (Cambridgs, Mass.: Win_throp, 1975} hereafter cited in the
body of the essay as CTR. | have tried in this and subsequent cases to lselect
my examplars for each approach on the basis pf a textbook .accompam”ed by
a theoretical statement of the author's cancepticn of the “phlloso.phlcal  gon-
text of histher position. These companion {exts (either boolkls or a series of signifi-
cant articles) represent the author's “theory” of composition to teachers rather
than students of compasition.
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eralized, by analogy with Gadamer’s exploration of the gan]ehke quahpes
%sgral discou}{se, to ?gxts of all sorts. Ann Berthoff's concgphon of reading,
apd its relation to hoth dialogue and writing, is_methodoiog[cally comparable
o:Gadamer's, though she roots her argument_m (or, one mxght say in a very
poﬁitive way, out of) her own readings of a variety of Modernist ph!losophers
‘and rhetoricians. See also, for a further complication.of my ob§ewattons about
Socrates, Gadamer's own Truth and Method (New \_’crk: Continuurm, 1975]_ BR.
325-41, wherein he considers the nature and function of the question in light
of *Plato’s account of Socrates™ in the dialogues.

16 James E. Miller and Stephen N. Judy, Writing in Reality (New York: Harper &
Row, 1978); hereafier cited WR. See also, Stephen N. Judy and Susan J. Judy,
An Introduction to the Teaching of Writing (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1981),.
hereafer cited in the body of the essay as ITW. o

17 Though the term “new rhetoric” has assumed a generic status over the last!
decade or so, refering to almost any of the various “process-criented” ap.
proaches to teaching writing, it seems to have originated with Chaim Perelman
and L. Olbrechts-Tyieca, The New Rheforie {1958; rpi. Notre Dame: Univ. of Notra”
Dame Press, 1969). The recent preoccupation with “audience,” though its roots’
go all the way back to Aristotle, has aiso been excited/focused by this text, a.
significant portion of which is devoted tc a delineation of the three kinds of
audience-awareness that are relevant io acts of composition. ’

18 W. Ross Winterowd, ed., Contemporary Rhetoric: A Conceptual Background with
Readings (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1975), p. 39.

19 Linda Flower, Problem-Soiving Strategies for Writing (New York: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, 1981). See also Linda Flower and John R. Hayes, “Problern-Solvirg
Strategies and the Writing Process,” Colfege English, 33 (December 1977), 44961,
and “The Cognition of Discovery: Defining a Rhetorical Problem,” Collage
Composition and Communication, 31 (February 1980), 21-32. See also Allen |
Neweil and Herbet A. Simon, Human Probiem Soiving (Englewood Ciiffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1972). ’

20 Flower, Problem-Soiving Strafegies, pp. 11412,

21 Clinton 8. Burhans, Jr., in “The Teaching of Writing and the Knowledge Gap,”
Coliege English, 45 (1983}, 639666, argues, to the contrary, that “the ‘Model -
Course Sequence’ suggested by Carnegie-Mellon for its PhD in English . ..is
anew kind of English, one which balances reading and writing with {anguage
and literature” (p.855). This program was structured around the work of Flower-
Hayes and Richard Young. Burhans draws this conclusion after listing the various
courses that comprise this “Model Course Sequence’; however, only two of the
seventeen courses plus “electives” in that sequence have anything whatever
to do with “reading” (Process of Reading) or literature (Approaches to Literature).
For this, and for a variety of other reasons that are beyond the scope of this -
essay, though they warrant a critique, Burhans’ conclusion seems not only ug-
justified, but erroneous. For a much richer presentation of a theoretical and
methodological correlation between reading and writing, see Mariotina Salvatori,
“Reading and Writing a Text: Correlations between Reading and Writing Pat-
terns,” which immediately follows Burhans’s article in the same issue.

22 Ann E. Berthoff, Forming, Thinking, Writing: The Composing Imagination
(Rochelle Park, N.J.: Hayden Book Co., 1978), p. 90, hereafter cited as FTW. See ..
also The Making of Meaning: Metaphors, Models and Maxims for Writing -
Teachiers (Upper Moniclair, N.J.: Boynton Cook, 1981). o

23 Plato, Phaedrus, trans. W.C. Helmbold and W.G. Rabinowitz (indianapolis: Bohbs-
Merrili, 1856), pp. 69-70. It is importani | think to differentiate here between Plato,
the author of the dialogue, and his main character, Socrates. It seems in-
cenceivable to me that Plato would not be fully aware of the almost comical -
irony of presenting this case against written texts in the form of a written text. -
Plato himself may well be using the dialogue as a kind of fictianal fol to call
into immediate question the very proposition that he has Socrates positing for-
Phasdrus. In fact, the format of the Platonic dialogue itself—a fextuai rendition
of a human conversation—poses a conundrum that is insoluabie via the distine
tions Socrates is here making between composed and dialogical arguments. -

24 Hans-Geecrge Qadamer, Philoschical Hermensutics (Berkeley: Univ, of Califor-
nia Press, 1976), p. 57. This observation emerges from the context of a discus-
sion of, among other things, “theclogical insight” {p. 54). It is, though,
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